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Abstract

Transition practices and parental involvement 4n éarly childhood

- -

~ handicapped programs were studies in d rdndum Samplé‘(N=74) of Illinois
'ﬁuigic preschodﬁ’handicapped programs. Déta'was coflected by personal
interview of teachers aﬁd parents of childrgn enrolled in the p}ograms.
Transition practices, including mainstreaming efforts, were found to be

inadequately planned and implemented. Program entrance and exit standards

-

were not clearly defined and sending and receiving teachers had limited#

¢ N

contact in prcogram and placement decisions.
L4 : .

Actual and prpterred parental involvement data for 9 parental roles
- was collected DlscrepanCLes were found that suggestedkronfu51on by both
teachers and parents reg%rd;ng appropriate and productive parental involve-
ment. Efforts reported to encourage parental involvement were contra-

~

indicated.
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Transition PrZctices and Parental Involvementi
. in Ear ildhood Handicapped Programs §

- : Basic to the provision of educational services to handicapped
children is the tenet that early identification and intervention can

minimize the long-term effect that the hahdicapping condition will have

i

on the child. Some measure of the recognition of this belief is

evidenced in the Education of A{l Handicapped éhildren Act, P.L,'947i42,'

. -

(Federal Register, 1975) that authorizes the public schools to serve a

heg;ppfore unserved group of children, the preschool handicapped aged

.

3 to Syf However, the law has stopped short of mandating preschool

programs unless consistent with state law, the result of which has been a

. . - . L, Lt :
varyitg response by the states. There 1s still resistance in some
quarters to the concept of educating children prior to age five. Some

argue that we cannot accurately identify handicapped children; particularly

the mildly handicapped, during the preschéoL years. Special.education is

[N

generally concerned with intervention, i.€., working with a handicap

-

known to exist, early education for the handicapped is, to a great extent,

! ‘prevention. Developmentéily delayed children who are considered high risk
' ' ¢

handicapped are served in lérge nuabers in preschool handicapped programs

€

and the question of authority to serve the;e childrén is one that is not
clear in thellg;. Resolutiou of the issues raiseé by these questions seems
t necessary to promote increased public and professional acceptance of early
childhood handicapped programs. )
Two elemédts unique to early childhood handicapped programs are evident

in the research literature. The positive effects of intervention with the

prescﬂbol handicapped result in the placement of some children into regular

e

R ' .
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kindergarten programs. Some transition procedure from special to regular S
. . . Ps
‘education is therefore indicated. Additionally, parental involvement of

-

r +

. a direct nature is considered more critical to the success of - reschool
ﬁrograms than other special‘edueation programs:' . . .
Hayden (19?75 followed 176 handicapped children who pad been'fervéd iﬁ
a preschool handicapped program and found that 34 per cent were functioning
in regular classrooms and that cognitive growth gains ;chieved during the
program wefe maintained. The results of the Lazar (1978) longitudingf'
‘studies Eouqd_that the effects of the. intervention were maintained and
that a §ignif1:antly reduced number of children'served in preschoél handi -
capped programs were subseQuently assigned to sﬁecxal education classes
Weber, Foster and Weikart (1978) also demonstratéd the effectlveness of
early. intervention and fqﬁnd-that neither theoretical base nor curriculum
affected program effectiveness. .
Program continuity requiref that an organi%ed ;ransiiiod procedure be
remployed for chi]ldren moving from preschool handi capped prégra?s tp‘regular
"kindergartens. The éb;upt change in service model alone might be sufficient
to justify the néed. for such a transition procedure. Recommended transition
practices for the State of Illinois include: involvinglthe receiving teacher
before the transition is made through observ&tion&l visits‘to the prescho&ﬁ,
inservice at the beginning of the transition year, conferences with both the

‘preschool staff and the parents, involvement with the annual review of the -

IEPs, and determination of entry competency criteria for kindergarten and

v : N
primary programs which in turn should influence the preschool handicapped

r

curriculum (I1linois Office of Eduéation,'IQ?S}f , y
o - . _
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Iano (1972) diséusséd the need'for cooperative effort between regular =,

~and special education teééhers in making joint decisions un selection, .
-placeﬁent, and ﬁrog;gmming. Therneed for flexibility of\ﬁrocedures w;s

a{qp determineé to be important to success ful cooperative efforts. Wynne

(IgéS} found prﬁctices used to prepare children for elementary school
{f _ inadequately formulated and implépmnted. Prqgchool teachers interviewed
cited specifié problems that included: riéid entrance standards in many
elementary séhools did not afloy sucéessful iﬁfegratiog of handicapped

preschcéler54 indicatidns that some handicapped children are mainstreamed
-

into inadequate support systems and, most schools require the handicapped

.

to follow the standard elementary pfogram and make ﬁo accomodations for
: .

individual abilities and behaviors. Few studies focusing specifically on
the trangition process ére currently reported. Child adjﬁstment to
placement change and the critica{ nature of transition practices have been
largely ignored by reégarchérs.

~A§propriate1y‘viewed and utilized, the integrétion of preschool handi-
capped children into regular programs is a substantial effort to prépare
children for transition. Karnes and Z?hrbach (Iéé?) identified prograﬁs ,.
that prepare handicapped children for mainsﬁreamigg: Models employ a |
variety of methods, but all emphasize the ﬁged te acquire school adaptive.
behaviors. Kames afsa indicates fhat the integration of handicapped
ehildren into regular settings and efforts to facilitate this tramsition
can be effectively implemented in any type of program using any delivery

-

system. ~Though some programs are more amenable to mainstreaming than
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others, transition and integraéion can'be a viable part of any early
thldhood handicapped program Integration efforts might diso be
consxdered undex the general rubric of normalization, defined as
establishing and maintaining culturally normative behaviors. Neisworth

aﬁ@ Madle (1975) found that £he abnermakycharaéteristicé and béhaviors that
young hanchapped children develop when isolated can be prevented when
integrated with normal peers. Wypne, Brown Deakof and Ulfelder (1975)
found i. the.preschool hgndicappedfp;ogfams they syrveyed that the common

,

.goal'of integration was to prepare the handicapped -chiid for some degree

s

of inclusion in the.regufhr.elementary‘classroom. Npmérgus studies have
considered the benefits to handicapped children éf integration: incfeased
verb;1 and social interac;ion (Gﬁralnick, 1978; Karneslahd Lee,‘1979;'aqd‘
Syndef,'ApoLloni and Cooke, 1977); increased soéialAacceptance (Levitt and
Cohen, 1976; and Kennedy, Northc;tt, McCauléy and Williams, 1976) 4dnd
opportunitie;-for peer modeling (Synder et 3i1, 1877; and Curalniék} 1978).
Though the research findings are limiged, some attempts have been made
to measure'thé éffect of-iﬁtegratioﬁ of preschool handicapped children on
ﬁheir subsequent placement. Blaéher:Dixon and Turnbull (1979) fana
that Hegd Séart programs have proven to be the best in&icators of the long

- *

term effects of integrated preschool programming because of the mandated \\\

inclusion of the handicapped since .1972. Two comprehensive studies of

Head Start programs.(Applied Management Jciences, 1978a, 1978b)} have
generally commended the integrated programs. Handicapped children attending
- Head Start programs favorably compared. to child%é; in prescﬁool hand&caéped
programs not integrated. Stock, Wenk, Newborg, Schenk, Gabel, Spurgeon

ard ng (1976) fouﬁd of 688 handicappéd children who had partigipated in

<
t

- N - p
Q . : O
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integrated preschool programs, 34.7 per cent remained in special education

programs, 32.7 per cent attended regular programs with supportive services

and 31.'S per cent attended regular programs with no supportive services.
The successful use of integration as a transition and/or normalization

proceduré implies certain problems and prerequisites. Gorelick (1973)
‘ 'a S—

found most of her sample .willing to accept handicapped children into their
' Cor

_programs but they had some doubts regarding their ability because of lacr

of training and limited avairfability of support services from special
education personnel. Erikson (1976) and Wynne (1975) have identified
teacher attxtudes, both sending and recex&}ng, as an lmportant element in

integrating handicapped children. Both identified the need for 1nserV1ce

priqr to any transition process. Cooke, et.al. (1977) identified teacher

_attitﬁde as the single most reliable predictor of successful'integration.

¢

Numerous studies have 1nd1cated that inservice and staff preparatlon are

*

necessary for successful 1ntegratxon and transitiocn (Northcott, 1971

Bricker and Bricker, 1975; Wynne, 19?5; McDaniels, 1977; and Fredericks,
“aldwin, Grove, Moore, Riggs and Lyons, 1978).

Parental involvement has been identified as important to the conduct

L}

of effective preschecl handicapped programs and for insuring the lasting

benefits oi early intervention. Bronfenbrenner (1974) fndicg&gd that
the involvement of the child's family as an active participant
is critical to the success of any intervention program.
Without such family involvement, any effects of intervention.

appear to erode fairly rapidly ence the program ends.
-~

Zigler (1972) found that the programs that have the most iméégt on

- children are those that involve parents in direct interazfion with their

*'tween the gquality
~N

own child. Heinicke (1976) demonstrated a relationship !

of parental functioning and the quality of child develobment.
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Spriggs (1976) found parents to have unique advantages for working

WIth thexr children that could enhanue prqgrammxnb, anludlng kfiowing their

—

chxldren well, opportunity. to 1nd1v1dualxze instruction, and the
ava@labil{ﬁy of a broader lea;ning environment. Programs that include
parental invoivemenf-recognize that both ‘parents and professionais
contribute uniquely to the progress éf the child (Enzer, 1976).
Shearer and Shearer (1977) identified nine different parent” roles that
are confirmed in-the literature as appropriate areas for parental
invdlvement.
1. Admlnlstrator (program governance and dxrect decision-making).
Varying levels of success have been reported by programs
] 1nc1ud1ng parents in administrative capacities but all agree
. that the experience is positive and contributes to the
overall level of pareqtai ingolvement (Soppitt-Lésure, 1977;

-

Northern Valley Administrators Assocl atiom, 1975-76; &and

Pt

. Devoid and Mills, 1972),
2. Disseminator.(general public relations'and‘infbfmation
. specific to their child's programming). Parents are cansidered
' to be partxcularly heipful in public relations efforta with

posxtlvg effects accruing to the pro;f&ms (Walter, 1978).

3. Staff member (volunteer or paid positions). Parents productively

utilized, consistent with their level of training, have *
rbenefittecﬁ’p.ei'sonally as well as contributed to overall program
streﬁgth (Lillie, 1972; ABT Associates, Inc., 1973, and

Frederick, Baldwin and Grove, 1974).
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4. Primary teacher (implement instructional program). Parents
appropriately trained to teach their children have consistently
proven to be effective (Hendri&kson and Hester, 1977; ABT As§ociates,
Inc., 1973; Grantham- McGregor and Desai, 1975; Abbott and Sabatino,
1975; «and Freeman and Thompson, 1973).
5. Recruiter (contacting perspective parents and making direct referrals).
Benefits of reEfuitment have been reported for both par;nts and programs
(Walter, 1978; Nellans, Reinsel, Binder and Burrow, 1972; and Hayden,

L

1976).
\ ‘ 6. Curriculum Developer (set gealE and objectives for their children).
Wafter (1978), Shearer and Shearer (1972}, MacDonald, Blott, Gordon,
Spiegel and Hartmann (1974) and Avanti (1973) have all reported useful
curricuium development by parents. | -
- Coumselor (offer support and guidance te ofher parents). Though
- - appropriate training is needed, programe &o report parents successfully
+ functioning in counseling and support roles (Northcoét,‘IQTZ; Nellans,
et al., 1972; Freeman and Thompeon, 1973; and Doernberg, Rosen and
Walker, 1969). ) .
8. Assessor of skills (provide information regarding existiné skills and
behaviors) First Chance Projects ,(Shearer and Shea;er,‘IQ?Z; and
'Shearer an# Shearer, 1977) have reported suceess using parents as
3SSessors aﬁd MacDomald (et al. }974) reported this role used to
. , facili;ate continuity of home training.
9. Evaluator and record keeper (monitor child's gerformanae at home and
school). Lillie (1972}, Blacher Dixon (1977) anddkavnex (1872

_have reported programs where parents .are productively utilized in this

capécity.

*
10  - 11
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Parental involvement will continue to figure prominently in preschool
handicapped programs because of the research demonstrating its efficacy.
Additionally, because parents of handicapped children will remain

responsible for their children longer than parents of normal children

their need to acquire parenting and teaching skills is greater (Shearer.

and Shearer, 1972).

3

o'



Method

Subjects

‘Géneral survey data was collected from a sample of 1078 special
education personnel and parents involved in preschBDI programs for handi-
capped éhildren throughout the State of Illinois. This sample represents
reséonses f;om 95.5 per cent of the special education cooperatives
currently operating programs for the early childhood handicapped. Thirty-
seven specilal e&ucétion cooperatives, 18 situated in urban areas and 19 in
rural, were randomly selected from this larger samble. Teachers and parents
(N=74) were likegise randomly'selected from within these cooperatives for

LY

participation in this study and comprise the reported samplec.

?

Instruments .

Subjects were interviewed in the field by members of the research staff.

Interviewers were randomly assigned and inteY-rater reliability expressed as

L
.

per cent agreement ranged from 82.3 to 97.9.

The interview employed open-ended questions regarding transition
practices and parental involvement and the reported data includes the
following:

Teachers/transition practices

1. General .functioning level of children enrolled in the programs.
2. Mainstreaming activities and experiences provided.
3. Substquent placément of children leaving preschool handicapped
prqgrams. ‘
!
4. Procedural partigipation of rece;v}ng teacher in the transition Py
process.

5. Attitude of regular classroom teachers* regarding program and

‘ transitioning of children.
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6. Diagnostic procedures employed in the transition process.
7. Basis for transition ipto regular classroom.
8. Transition procedures employed.
9. Content and evaluation of teacher in-service activities.

Teachers/parental involvement

1. Role of the parent in the evaluation and placement process.

2. Discrepancy evaluation of parental involvr.iaent for 9 parent roles

-

identified by Shearer and Shearer (1977).

3. Problems surrounding parental invelvement in programs.

* -

Parents/parental. .nvolvement

»
o

1. Discrepancy evaluation of parental involvement for 9 parent roles
identified by Shearer and Shearer (1977). -
2. Problems surrounding parenthl invoivelment in programs.

Data Analysis &

Subject responses were recorded by catégory and-.analyzed using both

¢

descriptive and statistical procedures. Stasistical analyses were made

R

using the chi square statistic and phi correlation from the Statistical

. Package for the Social Sciences (Nie, Full, Jenkins, Steinbréhner, and
¢ ) .

As

Bent, 1975).
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Results

Transition Practices

~ -

Ad -

Tnble 1 presents frequency data for general functioning level of
children enrolled in preschool handicapped prograns by severity of .
handicap. It may be noted that children with mild handicnps! 25.2
per,cént,'and moderate handicaps, 33.8 pér cent, comprisé the two iargest
groups of children served; Cn{ldren with severe héndicaps were reported

v :

at 18.4 per cent and only 2:? per cent with profound handicaps. Of

particular note’ is the number of normal children repbrted served, 19.7

-

-

per cent.
Table 1 |
Functioning Level of Children in
Preschool Handicapped Programs
\ Functioning'hevel - N %
i} Normal 78 | 19.7
Mild ' 100 " 25,2 4
Moderate 134 33.8 .
Severe 73 18.4
Profound 11 2.7 ¢

Mginstreaming activities and experiences used to facilitate transition

are reported by frequency in Table 2. The majority of mainstreaming is
P A

accomplished by integration of preschool handicapped children into kindergartenms,
LN

55.6 per cent. Other options gmployed are integration into regular preschool

programs, dual placements (preschool handicapped program and kindergarten),

and integration into other special education programs, each 8.3 per cent.

An additional 27.8 per cent reported that they had no integration of their

-~

prescheool handicapped children.
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Table 2 .
Mainstreaming Activities.and Experiences
L 4 i N .
s N £

Prgschool Integration 3 8.3

Kindergarten Integration 20 - 55.6

Common Recesses, Lunch, 3 8.3
/ Assemblies

Special Education 3 8.3

Integration

Dual Placements 3 8.3

No Integration 10 27.8

Table 3 reports subsequent placement of prescﬁool handicapped by
program. Mean per cent wags 58.8 per cent for'special education placemeni

and 41.1 per cent for regular class placement. - - '

Table 3
Subsequent Placement by Program Report
X%
Special Education ‘ 58.8
Regular Education 41.1

Programs sitgated'in urban areas were cgmpareg ts those ih rural areas
on subs;quent program placement. Table 4 summarizes these findings.and the
‘Chi sq&are statistic was used to determine significance. Analysis of this
dara imdicates that preschool programs located in rural areas place‘children

in regular kindergarten signifiéantlf more often than programs located in

urban areas.

. Table 4.
Subhsequent Placement by Program Location
Regular Placement Special Education Placement
to .5 from .5 to .5 from .5
Rural % 20.0 ‘31.4 22.8 {28.5
} Urban 5 |40.0] 8.6 5.7 {42.8
X 5.189 3.114
Significance .0227 L0776

1o
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The involvement of the'receiving teacher is summarized in Table 5. It
. " &

may be noted that the receiving teacher is not always involved in the
X ‘ a

transition process. Involvenent is greatest in the placement decision,

' ) - -
52.8 per cent, with a more limited role in child observation and writing

of the Individualized Education Program, 30.6 per cent and 22.2 per cent

- ) -

. respectively.
{ ¢
' AN ‘ Table S
Role-of Receiving Teacher
N 5
Observes Chiid * 11 30.6
Before Transition '
Administers Assessment 1 2.8
Before Transition _
Participates in 19 52.8
Placement Decision
»
N Participates in 8 22.2

Writing IEP ’

P

- Table 6 summarizes the interest of regular teachers in the preschqyl
hgndicapped program and their willingness to assist in the transition‘bf
chil&ren into .regular programs. Positive teacher interest was reported at

- 94.5 per cent and willingness to assist in the transition process at 80.6
éer cent. Only 19.4 per cent reported no interest in the programs and of

those only 8.3 per cent indicated an unwillingness to ~-~sist with the

transition of children.

‘ Table 6
“ Attitudes of Regular Teachers
N %
- Progrum Interest/ 29 80.6
~ Willing .
i
Program Interest/ 5 13.9
Heslstant
N No Program Interest/ 4 11.1
Hesitant
No Program Interest/ 3 8.3
Unwilling
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_ “a 44 : : ‘
Tear ers were asked fo report the assessment procedures and instrumenis
used to collect data to develop and support placement and transition decisioms.

. Table 7 summarizes their responses. The. use of standardized norm-referenced

[}

- .

tests and informal develonmental checklists was reported at 33.3 per cent cach.

\

Standardized criterion-referenced test use was reported at 5.6 per cent and

27.8 per cent reported no assessment proceditres or instruments.

-

Table 7
Assessment Procedture/Instruments

Q,

| N;rm-referenced l§ 3§.3
> Criterion-referenced 2 5.6

. Infarmal Checklists 12 33.3 :
None 11 27.8

Teachers were asked the basis for detetmining those children ready for
' #

transition into regular kindergarten. Their responses are summarized-in

Table 8. An individugl evaluation of the child's abilities and teacher
. : N
recommendation are the basis for kindergarten placement most often reported,

80.6 per cent and 77.8 per cent respeqtévely. The .need to master necessary ;

criteria for kindergarten placement, 36.1 per cent, and parent réequest, 1l.1 .
per cent, were also noted. ¢

Table 8 -
Transition into Regular Kindergarten

_ N %
Placement Automatic 1 2.8
Individual Evaluation 29 - §0.6
Criteria Mastery 13 36.1 .
Parent Request 4 11.1
Teacher Recopmendation 28 77.8
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Transition activities for children leaving preschool handicapped programs
* o~

are summatized in Table 8. The most often reported activity is‘infofmql
conversation between sending and receiving teacher, 52.8 per cegk. Released
time was provided for the xecelfxné teacher to observe the child 1n current
placemennﬁ 33.3 per cent. Mo inservice for receiving £;achers was reported

L3

and consultation was reported from sending teachers, 27.8 per cent, and from

coordinator (central office‘or special education cooperative), 5.6 per cent.

13

Follow-up contact was reported at 16.7 per cent.

Table 9
.- Transition Activitigs - X
N % S
Informal Conversation . | 19 52.8 .
Between Teachers . 4 -
Released Time/Receiving 12 33.3"
Teacher Obseryation .
Sending Teacher/ 10 . 27.8
Consultation
° Coordinator/ 2 5.6
Consultation :
Follow-up Contact . 6 16.7
Inservice for Receiving ~|' 0 0
Teacher

feachers were asked to report.their inservice activities and evaluate
. Y : : ‘
its effectiveness. Table 10 summarizes inservice attended by topic.

Topics and per cent responses included: curriculum developmedt, 58. 8;
program models and parental involvement, both 44.1; handicapping conditions

PN

and legal aspects,each 20.6; and transition practicesA;S.S.

14



-16-
: o - . Table 10 / |
. Inservice Attended by Topic '
~ = ( L . N L%
Handicapping Condition 7 20,6
Program Models 15 44,1
. Curriculum Development | 20 5.8
Parental Involvement 15 4.1
Legal Aspects ~ | 7 | 20.6 ' '
< ‘Transi{ion Practices 3 {7 8.8
" Effectiveness of inservice trainin§ was rated By teachers and is
'gummarized‘in_Table 11. Usi?g a Likert scale the mean rating of
; inservice effectiveness was 3.25.
. Table 11 . .
L, Inservice Effectiveness ' .
N X% X
Low 1 r 2 5.6 ‘
N . 6 16. 7
}
, 3 ! 12 33.3
4 135 36.1
High 5 3 - 8.3 .

The phi coefficient was used to correlate teacher inservice and program
&

use of mainstreaming as a transition practice. Table 12 summarizes the

findings and indicates a positive correlation with the ‘inservice topic of

' ¢
curriculum development only.
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Table 12

Inservice Attended by Topic and Program
Use of Mainstreaming £ ,
Teacher Attended % Program % Pfogra Not Phi
Inservice Using Using géy
e 7 . Maipstyeaming Mainstyeaming

Handicapping 11.8 8.8 104843
Conditions

. Program Models 20.6 23.5 .27605 .
Curriculum 47.1 11.8 .44850*
Development .
Parental 20.6 23.5 .27605
Involvement ' ' -
Legal Aspects . 11.8 5.9 . 04669
Transition - 8.8 2.9 .09945
Practices 7

~ ¢ - * . t
N=34 ‘ value of r = .3246

—

Parental Involvement

* 05 level of gignificance

<

- . ‘ - ' ) ‘ -
Parentai invglvement 1in the evaluation and placement prbcess is reported

in Table 13. Only 8.3 per cent of the parents are involved in screening and

16.7 per cent in pre-placement evaluation. Parents are highly §nvolved in

the placement decision, 80.6 per cént, with 44.4 per cent reported as

participating g writing the Individualized Education Program. Consent only

participation is reported at ﬁ;.4 per cent.

A
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Table 13~

Parental Invclvement in Evaluation

~

and Placement

N 5
Screening 3 8.3
Pre-placement Evaluation 6 16,7 . ~
' ' Placement'Decisifn 29 80.6
Writing IEP 16 44.4
‘ ‘Consent Only 7 |-19.4
Teachers responded to actual levels of parental involvement and desired . -
. ~
* ,f/. *
levels of parental involvement for 9 parent roles (Shearer apd Shearer, 1%77). :
Table 14 summarizes response by frequency and a test for significance of
discrepanig using the chi square stagistic. It is noted for all parent
roles, per cent of actual involvement is lower than per cent of desired
parental involvement. Significant discrepancies were found for the parenﬁ
. i a
roles of staff member, primary teacher, curriculum developer, assessor of
skills and evaluator/record keeper.
.’ . ’ *
: . Table 14 .
The Relationship of Actual Paren.al Involvement as Perceived by 4
Teachers and Desired Rarental Involvement as Perceived by Teachers
Teacher Teacher
- N Actual % N Desired % xz Significance
Administrator - 36 7.8 36} 63.9 2.31114 .1285
Disseminator 35 .| 36.1 36 94.4 15762 J6914
Staff Member 35 55.6 35 77.8 4.24424 .0394
Primary Teacher 35 66.7 35 80.6 4.65155 L0310
Recruiter 36 83.3 36| 97.2 .78241 .3764
Curriculum Developer 35 | 47.2- 36 69.4 7.29098 .0069
Counselor 35 52.8 36 - 94.4 01446 L9043
Assessor of Skills 36 36.1 35 61.1 5.20105 .0226.
" Evaluator/Record Keeper | 36 61.1 36 83.3 3.69612 .0545

All chi square values with 1 degree of freedom

p & .05

4

2%

-~

-
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-

Teachers were "asked what they felt discouraged parental,involveﬁ%nt.

-

Responses are summarized in Table 154 The use of formal rather than more
personal communication, 91.7 per cent; nothing, 27.8 per cent; the use of

educational jargon, 13.9 per cent; and disinterested parents and number of
) 3

']
professionals, each 5.6 per cent.

Table 15
Obstructions to Parental Involvement

N ; N
Formal Communication 33 51.7 )
Number of Professionals 2 5.6
Disinterested Parents 2 \
Educational Jargon ) 5 .9
Nothing ' 10 27.8

Pechniques used by teachers to ig::érage parental involvement are

incigded phone calls, 80.6 per cent;

home visits, 52.8 per cent; informal conferences, 50.0 per cent; formal

summarized in Table 16. Major effor

parent. groups, 44.4 per cent; and parent training, 41.7 per cent. Other
methods employed were informal parent groups, 19.4 per cent; newsletters,

13.9 per cént; and parent counseling, 11.1 per-cent.

Table 16 -
Technijues to Encourage Parental’ Involvement
V]
A %

Informal Conferences 18 © 50.0
Phone Calls . 29 80.6 ]
Home Visits . 19 52.8 N
Newsletters 5 13.9
Formal Barent Groups 16 44.4

i Informal Parent Groups 7 . 19.4
Parent Training 15 < 41,7 R
Parent Counseling 4 11.1

!
T ~ 25
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Parents responded to their actual and desired level of involvement for

the sahme 9 parent roles rated by teachers. Table 17 summarizes responsés by

b frequency and a test for significance of discrepancy using the chi square
statistic. .Parenfﬁ indicated lower levels of involvement (actual) for all‘
9 roles than reported desired involvement.: Sfﬁnificance discrepancies
were found for the parent roles of recruiter and evaluator/record keeper.
- o Table 17 -
The Relationship of Actugl Parental Involvement as Pe?@éived by é’
Parents and Desired Parental Tnvolvement as Perceived by Parents
A )
] Parent Parent -
N Actual % N Pesired % X Significance
Administrator - 36 | 11.1 36 63.9 03516 .8513
Dissemidftator &6 30.6 36 80.6 2.02500 L1547
Staff Member 36 | 27.8 36 83.3 .41891 5175
Primary Teacher 36 | 83.3 36 91.7 1,95074 1625
< Recruiter i 36 66.7 36 83.9 6.87682 .0087
A ‘ . -
Curriculum Developer | 36 61.1 ° 361 91.7 2.33766 .1263
. Counselor 36 41.7 36 86.1 .32516 .5685
| Assessor of Skills 36 | 19.4 . 36 63.9 3.,39509 . 0654
Evaluator,/Recdrd 36 | 52.8 36 77.8 7.83614 L0051
Keeper ‘ '
All chi square values with 1 degree of {reedom
£ 3
p £ .05
%
W
N Table 18 summarizes parent responses to ways they feel parental involve-

ment is discouraged by program personnel. Most respondents, 83.8 per cent
indicated that there was no discouragement. Responses were recorded for
being made to feel unwelcome, 10.8 per cent, and no personal contact,

5.4 per'cent.
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Table 18

Discouragement of Parental Involvement

’ N %0
No_Personal Contact 2 5.4
Educational Jargon 0 LY
-Feel Unwelcome ' 4 10.8
o Teacher as Experf o /I O
- ) Guilt/Blame Implication 0 0
r No Discouragement 31 . 83.8

-

4 [

- . 'S

Table 19 summarizes parent roles comparing tedcher report‘of desired
involvement and parent report of desired involvement. Similar responses
are recorded for administrator; each 63.9 per cent, and assessor of skills;
61.1 and 63.9 per cent respectively. Teachers reported the need for higher
parent involvement in the roles of disseminator, recruiter, counselor -
and evaluator/record keeper. Parents perceived a need for more involve- .
ment in the roles of staff member, primary teacher and curriculum developer.
Table iﬂ compares actual parental involvement as perceived by teachers and
actual parental involvement as perceived by parents. Teachers reported
actual parental involvement higher than parents in all but two parent
roles. The actual involvement reported by parents for the roles of

primary teacher and curriculum developer was greater than that reported by

the teachers. .
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Table 19

Desired Parental Involvement as Perceived by Teachers and

Desired Parental Involvement as Perceived by Parents

Teacher Parent

) N Desired % N Desiregs%
Administrator 36 63.9 36 63.9
Disseminator 36 94.4 36 80.6
Staff Member 35 77.8 1 36 83.3
Primary Teacher . 35 80.6 36 of.7
Recruiter 36 97.2 36 88.9
) ——- Curriculum Developer 36 6.4 36 1.7
Counselor . 36 94.4 36 86.1
Assessor of Skills 35 61.1 36 63.9
Evaluator/Record Keeper 36 | 83.3 36 77.8

Table 20

Actual Parental Involvement as Perceived by Teachers and
Actual Parental Involvement as Perceived by Parents

. Teach@r Parent

N Actual N Actual %
Administratoy 26 27.8° 36 11.1
Disseminator 35 6.1 36 30.6
Staff Member 35/ 55.6 36 27.8
Primary Teacher 35 66.7 36 83.3
Recruiter 36 83.3 36 66.7
Curriculum Developer 35 47.2 36 61.1
Counselor 35 52.8 36 41.7
Assessor of Skills 36 36.1 36 19.4
Evaluator/Record Keeper 36 61.1 36 52.8




Discussion

The results of this study hold a myriad of implications for educa-
tional practice and future research in programs for the early childhood
handicapped. On the face the nﬁmber of preschool handicapped children
subsequently placed inty”?egular e&ucation would support research that
has reported substantiél child gains and even amelioration of handg-
capping conditions. But when view?d with the number of normal children
‘reported accepted and served in preschool handicapped programs other

;
conclusions may be plausible. Prog;ams that serve normal childr:% would '
be expected to place more children in regular education than programs
that only serve handicapped children. Demonstrating program efficacy
or cost effectiveness as a means to garner public support might raise
serious questions if these research findings are confirmed by other studies.
If presently available assessment procedures cannot accurately identify
handicaps in young children, procedures and instruments should be developed
and refined that have this capability. If serving high risk children is
an appropriate priority in the field of early chil&hood handicapped
legislative authority should be secured to serve this population.

The placement of handicapped children in the least restrictive
envirénment is generally considered more approprgate when_ their non-
handicapped peers are of similar chronolozical age and/or level of éaturity.
The results of this study indicate that the majority of integratipn is done
into kindergarten classrooms. Integration inco regular preschool classrooms
1s minimally_reported. Few public schools presently operate preschool

programs for regular chiluren which results in limited choices for

mainstreaming preschool handicapped children. The results that indicate

© e
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rural programs plaée more children into regular programs than urban
programs to some extent SQbstantiates this conclusion by suggesting that
program options are even more limited in geographical areas that are
sparsely populated. Though a determination should certainly be made
basedr on each child's abilities and needs it would appear that integration
i;Eo kinde;garten would be viable only as a transition procedure for thasé
children who will subsequently be piaced in a regular kindergarten. Thé
integration into other special education programs presents itself as a
pa;adox. The least restrictive environment provision is designed to
integrate Hﬁndicappe& and nonhandicapped children rather than handicapped
children witﬂ otber handicapped children. This practice would also seem
,to be useful astga transition procedure limited to children who will i
continue placement in special education programs. Programs that do no
mainstreaming have no theoretical, research based, or legal precedent.
Though special education teachers have clearly recognized the interést
of regular.teachers ip their programs and their willingness to assist in the
transition process, the actual reported involvement is minimal. Research
suggests that this might be an insurmountable bg;rier to overall program
success. It is likely.that the receiving teacher is given limited time
to devote to the transition process but additional research is needed to
confirm this postulation. However, it is clear that if the role of the

receiving teacher is critical to effective transitioning, more systemmatic

attempts will be needed to insure their participation.

0
u'\
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The assessment procedure and instruments used to develop and support
placement and transition decisions is noteworthy on two counts. The use
of informél checklists and no procedure represent the basis for the
decision-making of 61 per cent of the sample. It is élso clear that
teacher recommendation is extensively relied upon for placement decisions.
Legal ﬁandatesAand professional dictates would strépgly suggest that this
would ge a procedure difficult to defend. This area clearly compels our-
attention for program development and further research.

As the transition process begins the activit§ most often reperted to
facilitate the process was informal conversation between teachers. Some
time was reported for receiving teacher observations and sending teacher
consultation. No inservice training for the receiving teacher was reported
and very limited follaw-up contact. This data does not meet the criteria
identified as necessary to successful practices in the research reviewed.

The need for insérvice and staff preparation and transition practices of a
more formal and structured nature are cldéily indicated.

Inservice training fqr special education personnel showed consideléble
diversity and was generally evalﬁated favorably. Parental involvement
received extensive attention Sut inservice training in transition practices
was limited. Attempts to correlate inscrvice training to the use of
mainstreaming as a transition practice found significant results for
curriculun development inservice only. The results of this study 1indicate
the need for more inservice in the whcle area of transition practices and
perhaps a re-evaluation of inservice efforts for parental involvement.

That less than half of the parents are involved in the development of
their child's Individualized Education Program is a clear indicator of tae
job yet to be done in developing the active participation of parents.

.

Approximately 20 per cent of the parents are involved by virtue of consent

* 2

[
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only. These results représent a rather bleak outlook for the concept of

a teacher And parent partnership for the education of young handicuﬁped ,

+  children. Teachers report -that formal cémmunication with parents

‘ represents an ogstruction to parental invelvement yet many of the
techniques they use to encourage parental involvement are formal in nature.
The ﬁajority of parents report that their involvement‘has not been
discouraged. Parental involvement as it is conceptualized for preschool
h;ndicapped programs is new, both to parents and teachers. Efforts to

| encourage and develop active parent participation will need to be
extraordinary in quality and scope. It is unlikely that parents will
recognize their ability to positively‘affect program outcomes as well as
the educational experience of their own child without active solicitation
of thei; involvement in productive roles.

Data collected on the nine parent roles confirms the suspicion that
pareﬁtal involvement programmat%cally is not fully understood by parents
or teachers. Teachers have indicated that actual parental invo;;ement is
less in all categories than they consider desirable. These-'discrepancies
are found to be statistically significant for five of the parent .roles.
Similarly, parents have indicated that their involvement is lower in
all categories than they perceived to be desirable. Di5crepancie; are
statistically significant for two of the parent roles. A comparison of
the desired level of parental involvement across groups indicates that
teachers see a higher need for involvement in those roles that are

substantially of a support nature. Parents report a higher need for

involvement in roles that require direct programmatic involvements.

O ‘ ' . :g i }




Perhaps the most t2lling comparison is the perception of actual parental

-

involvement across groups. Percentage diﬁférences are substantial for

all Qine parent roles. Teacher report of actual involvement is greater
than parent report in all but two of the parent roles. The two
exceptions, primary teacher and curriculum developer, are probabiy the
roles that parents understand best. It is apparent that considerable
. effort is néeded to investigate and clarify the potentials and paramefers
of productive parental involvement in specific programmatic roles. This .
is indeed a ;hallenge.to the profession and success is clearly hinged to
the st;ength of éonviction that parental involvement is a necessary and
'positive element in early childhood handicapped programs.
The limitations of this research are basically ones of sampling. The
sample for this study was drawn from and reported at the program level.
Research using more sfecific child related data is recommended. It is also

recommended that regulaf teachers be sampled to allow for a comparative

analysis of transition practices.
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